engaging with the upheaval because aesthetieism itself was ulti-
mately more a symptom of the malaise than interpretation or
corrective. In the changing conditions, Kdnumd (rosse's light-
ness of touch became not so much sensitivity as a lack of
pressure; the super-refinement, in the crisis of civilization,
became a mode of superficiality. As the critics, V. R, Leavis,
Ezra Pound and T. S. Kliot made, in the struggle for standards
and meanings, a trenchant stand against the Pre-Kaphaclites,
Gosse's voice grew thinner and thinner until it became a disap-
pearing whisper. One work remained: lather ami Now; and
because it was solitary it missed the scrutiny it merited.

There is, though, a further reason for the critical neglect of
Father and Son. ft relates to the genre. Autobiography has, until
recently, eluded serious study. In England there is still no de-
veloped method for evaluating autobiography, no tested tradi-
tion of interpretation. We have innumerable works on poetry,
on drama and the novel but only a handful of books inquiring
into the distinct form of autobiography. As I have described
this lack of tradition in the New Pelican (.Stride to Literature
(volume 8) I will not elaborate upon the point here. I lowever,
there can be little doubt that lather and Son has suffered as a
result of the failure to establish in our culture n critical method
and a fitting discourse for autobiographical writing,

I want now to place Father and Son in the historical context
of autobiographical writing and then to outline a particular
approach to the work.

I!

In autobiography the natural, forward, linear motion of con-
sciousness is interrupted as an individual turns back upon his
own life to understand his own inner development, Autobi-
ography is a form of creative introspection, an examination and
recreation of outer circumstances and relationships in terms of
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